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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order denyingrelief on
his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 (1988) notion all eging ineffective assi stance
of counsel. Specifically, Appellant alleged before the district
court that his attorney was i neffective for four reasons: (1) fail-
ure to investigate the possibility that a search violated the
Fourth Anendnent due to a | ack of probable cause; (2) failure to
I nvestigate the possibility that a search violated the Fourth
Amendnment due to the fact that the police failed to serve himwi th
a search warrant; (2) failure to request a prelimnary hearing; and
(3) failure to challenge the validity of his arrest as not sup-
ported by probabl e cause.

Qur reviewof the record discloses that allegations (2), (3),
and (4) were not presented to the South Carolina Suprene Court in
Appel l ant's appeal fromthe denial of his post-conviction relief
application. Accordingly, they are not properly exhausted. Wre
Appellant to attenpt presentation of those clains to the state
suprenme court now, however, he would be barred by South Carolina
|l aw. S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-90 (Law. Co-op. 1985). Appellant has
shown no cause for lifting this bar and accordingly we dismss

these cl ai ns as barred. See Kornahrens v. Evatt, 66 F.3d 1350, 1357

(4th Cr. 1995), petition for cert. filed, US LW  (US

Feb. 27, 1996) (No. 95-8094).
Regar di ng Appel | ant' s remai ni ng al | egati on of i neffectiveness,
we have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion

accepting the recomendati on of the magi strate judge and find no
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reversi ble error. Accordingly, we dism ss this claimonthe reason-

ing of thedistrict court. Sinms v. Harrison, No. CA-94-2126-3-18BC

(D.S.C. Aug. 28, 1995). Having thus di sposed of each al |l egati on, we
deny a certificate of probabl e cause to appeal and di sm ss. W di s-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



